sub-federations or grouping of Provinces in the man-
ner suggested, and are wholly opposed to parity in
executives or legislatures as between wholly unequal
groups. We do not wish to come in the way of Pro-
vinces or other units co-operating together, if they
so choose, but this must be entirely optional.
The proposals, you have put forward are meant,
we presume, to limit the free discretion of the Consti-
tuent Assembly. We do not see how this can be done.
We are at present concerned with one important as-
pect of a larger problem. Any decision on this as-
pect taken now might well conflict with the decisions
we, or the Constituent Assembly, might want to take
on other aspects. The only reasonable course appears
to us is to have a Constituent Assembly with perfect
freedom to draw up its constitution, with certain re-
servations to protect the rights of minorities. Thus
we may agree that any major communal issue must
be settled by consent of the parties concerned, or,
where such consent is not obtained, by arbitration.
From the proposals you have sent us it would
appear that two or three separate constitutions might
emerge for separate groups, joined together by a
flimsy common superstructure, left to the mercy of
the three disjointed groups.
There is also compulsion in the early stages for a
Province to join a particular group whether it wants
to or not. Thus why should the Frontier Province,
which is clearly a Congress Province, be compelled to
join any group hostile to the Congress?
We realise that in dealing with human beings, as
individuals or groups, many considerations have to
be borne in mind besides logic and reason. But logic
and reason cannot be ignored altogether, and unreason
and injustice are dangerous companions at any time
and, more especially, when we are building for the
future of hundreds of millions of human beings.
I shall now deal with some of the points in your
memorandum and make some suggestions in regard
to them.